PRESENT: 


US-86-2M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the meeting of March 21, 1986 


Dr. P. Kenniff, (Chair); Dr. F. Whyte; Prof. G. Martin; Prof. A. Melamed; 
Prof. T. Adley; Mr. T. Ghannamy; Mr. J. Jolivet; Prof. J.P. Brunet; Prof. 
R. Wills; Prof. M. Kusy; Prof. G.D. Xistris; Prof. M.M. Douglass; Dean 
M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. J.L. Hill; Prof. K. MacKenzie; Prof. R.T. Gordon; 
Dean R. Parker; Prof. R.H. Zienius; Mr. R. Orr; Dean C.L. Bertrand; Prof. 
M. Vipond; Vice-Dean D.J. Dicks; Prof. J. Lightstone; Mr. A.V. Mate; 
Dean S.G. French; Prof. D. Wheeler; Ms. Y. Lifshitz; Mr. D. Lockhart; 
Mr. M. Dunn; Mr. G.S. White; Ms. K. Takacs; Mr. H.M. Breslow; 
Vice-Dean F.E. Shlosser; Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag; Prof. S.K. Misra; 
Vice-Dean G. Valaskakis; Mr. R. Martin; Prof. J.F. Hayes; Vice-Dean P. 
Albert. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dean S. Appelbaum; Prof. B. Sahni; Prof. B. Desai; 
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Prof. E. Jacobs; Prof. S. Ruby; Mr. K. Adams. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Kenniff advised that Dr. M. Jerome-Forget, Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance, was attending the meeting in connection with the 
1986/87 budget estimates, (Agenda item VI, m)); he suggested and it was 
agreed that the item be moved up and dealt with at the beginning of the 
section of the Agenda concerning Reports from Councils. 


The Agenda, with the above change, was approved. 


Approval of Minutes 


The Chair advised that the minutes of the Senate meeting of February 21, 
1986, were not completed in time for circulation in advance of this meeting, 
and it was agreed that they be circulated in advance of and approved at the 
next Senate meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the Senate meeting originally scheduled for May 
23, 1986, has been rescheduled for May 30, 1986. 


Dr. Kenniff extended congratulations to two members of Senate, Mr. Scott 
White, and Ms. Karen Takacs on their recent election as Co-Presidents of 
CUSA. 
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On other matters, the Chair advised that with respect to the Concordia 
Building Projects, the appeal of the tenants in the Royal George Apartment 
building has been rejected by the Court of Appeal on a preliminary motion 
filed by the University; that the President of the Treasury Board was 
expected to table detailed budget estimates for 1986/87 financial year in the 
National Assembly by the end of next week and while indications at the 
moment were fragmentary, he was nonetheless confident that the base 
funding for universities would survive the present round of budget cuts and 
that notwithstanding the fact that the funding situation vis-a-vis the 
universities should, at least in the first instance, remain stable, Concordia 
would continue to press its case for additional funding and revision of the 
funding formula that following receipt of complaints from a number of other 
universities, the Conseil des universités has now issued a supplementary 
text to the original recommendation in the Avis on university financing, 
which somewhat revises the figures dealing mostly with the weighting of 
the medical sciences and additional weighting for graduate studies; and that 
the recommendations with respect to the reform of Senate, were passed by 
the Board of Governors at yesterday's meeting and the Corporation of the 
University, with respect to amendments to the by-laws’. and that the 
transitional measures which would be dealt with at today's Senate meeting, 
would be submitted to the April, 1986, meeting of the Board of Governors 
and the Corporation, Finally, with respect to an increase in the level of 
activity in the Montreal area relating to various initiatives on 
university/private sector cooperation particularly in the field of research, Dr. 
Kenniff advised that a Task Force has been working towards the 
establishment of a "Centre of Initiative" for the Montreal region; that an 
organizing meeting would be held on Monday, March 24, 1986; that the 
feeling was that a Centre of Initiative could be developed in Montreal around 
the kernel of already existing initiatives such as the Centre de Recherche 
Informatique de Montréal (CRIM) and the evolving Centre on 
Micro-Electronics, the establishment of which was vital for the Montreal 
area not only in the universities’ interests but also in the interests of 
competing as an economic region with similar regions across Canada that 
are looking at the same type of formula; that he has been directly involved 
with the Montreal Chambre de Commerce which has a committee on 
university/business cooperation; and that he has been designated on the 
university side to propose a model for a forum at the local level involving 
the participation of business and universities in the exchange of information, 
ideas, and hopefully the eventual spawning of joint efforts in the field of 
research and development. 


Question Period 


In response to a concern expressed arising from student complaints that the 
1986 Summer Timetable would not be available until April 17, 1986, 
notwithstanding the fact that registration for next year began on March 17, 
1986, Mr. R. Martin, Assistant Registrar, explained that one of the major 
obstacles to producing the Summer Timetable earlier was the availability of 
Faculties' decisions with respect to Summer course offerings; and that once 
that information was available, it then becomes a matter of production and a 
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question of priorities of early registration vis-a-vis the schedules of early 
registration versus the Summer Timetable. 


In response to a question concerning the unavailability of schedules in 
Engineering and Computer Science for September, 1986, Senate was 
advised that there were a number of problems resulting from changes that 
had been approved by Senate particularly with respect to Computer Science 
and the effect of those changes on other parts of the Faculty, which, for the 
first time had resulted in late submission of scheduling information to the 
appropriate authorities; and that the information was now available and 
would be mailed to the students. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the following documents which had 
been tabled at yesterday's meeting of the Board of Governors: the 
Preliminary Budget for 1986-87, (document FC86-1-D1); Notes on the 
Preliminary Budget, (document FC-861-DI.1.);and the Proposed Capital 
Budget for 1986-87. He asked Dr. Jerome-Forget, Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, to present and comment on the 
documents. In presenting the proposed budget documents for 1986-87, Dr. 
Jerome-Forget explained that this was a preliminary budget which has been 
tabled for discussion and as such, it could be changed and modified prior to 
approval, hopefully one month from now. With respect to revenue 
estimates, she advised that she had postulated that the University would 
receive from the Government the consumer price index minus 1, 1.e., 3.5%, 
and an additional 2% based on a submission to the Government whereby 
the University would propose to pay its deficit over a 15 year period and the 
Government would absorb the interest on the deficit on a yearly basis. In 
terms of expenses, she advised that as was clearly explained in the Notes, 
(document FC-86-1-DI1.1), she has provided for a 2% salary increase for 
support staff, a 5% increase for part-time staff if the money was 
forthcoming from Quebec, and 3.5% increase for indexing of non-salary 
items; that there was air money for Faculty salary increases listed under 
"Reserve", which she emphasized was not money in the bank and would 
have to be forthcoming from the Government; and that the size of the 
Faculty salary increase would be determined when the results of the 
collective agreement negotiations between the public and para-public sectors 
are known. Finally, she stated that during the coming month she would be 
meeting with all Deans and Department heads to discuss the budget prior to 
its approval, and she urged members who might feel strongly about 
particular aspects of the budget, to get in touch with their respective Faculty 
Deans or Department or unit heads. 


The ensuing discussion centered primarily on the role of Senate in the 
budget process and particularly with respect to future budgets. Senate was 
advised that the matter had been discussed by the Steering Committee and 
that a certain consensus had been reached with respect to a possible 
suggestion which might be put to Senate which would allow Senate, in a 
regular way, to have some input into the budget process. It was explained 
that the suggestion was that given that the intention was that in future, 


budgets for the following academic year would be available in the preceding 
Fall, the budget for the 1987/88 academic year would be tabled at Senate in 
the Fall, 1987; that at that time, Senate could turn the budget over to the 
then- functioning Academic Planning and Priorities Committee for 
deliberation as pertaining to the academic impact of budgetary proposals; 
that the Committee could then inform Senate as to what it might feel to be, if 
any, the major impact of the proposed budget upon the academic affairs of 
the University; and that in consequence, Senate might then draft and pass 
appropriate resolutions to be forwarded to the Board of Governors before 
the proposed budget is considered and approved by the Board. 


It was suggested that recognizing the exigencies of the timing for this year, 
it might perhaps be appropriate to put forward a motion now at Senate to the 
effect that in the future the regular procedure shall be that the budget be 
tabled at Senate, that Senate then refer the budget to the Academic Planning 
and Priorities Committee for comment, and that those comments be tabled at 
Senate so that Senate may make appropriate representations to the Board of 
Governors prior to approval of the budget by the Board. 


The feeling was expressed that the procedures suggested above seemed to 
be a most reasonable course of action to follow and that perhaps it might 
suffice to have it duly recorded in the minutes as opposed to proposing it as 
a motion at this time. 


It was stated that one was not convinced that Senate should pronounce itself 
on various aspects of the budget, other than those which would impinge 
directly on academic programmes; that the idea was to have Academic 
Planning and Priorities Committee, for example, dovetail its strategic 
decisions further down the line with budget increases or decreases; and that 
the procedure proposed above would open the door to Senate being asked in 
the future to pronounce itself on aspects of the budget, i.e., non-academic 
matters, which it really should not be doing. Consequently, the suggested 
procedure should be given as a notice of motion which could then be 
discussed at the next Steering Committee meeting. 


Dr. Jerome-Forget suggested that it would be helpful in the process of 
budget preparation, if Senate were to forward to the Rector's office at some 
point, its academic priorities, as was done at a number of other institutions 
in the Province. 


Prof. Lightstone gave NOTICE OF MOTION concerning suggested 
procedures relating to future budget preparation, the precise wording of 
which will be prepared prior to the next meeting. 


Congratulations were extended to Dr. Jerome-Forget for presenting Senate 
with what was described as excellent documentation on the preliminary 
budget for 1986/87. It was further stated that it was refreshing to have this 
documentation so early in the year and also that it was being tabled at 
Senate; and that while the question as to how Senate should handle budget 
proposals could be debated at a later date, it was nonetheless important that 
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the information was now out and that people have that information in front 
of them. 


During continued discussion, it was noted that what was being presented in 
the documents was an historical budget, i.e., it was based on the 1985/86 
budget; and the hope was expressed that by next year the Government 
would take into account arguments presented by Concordia and make 
appropriate changes so that we would have a budget based on our needs 
rather than one that was historically based. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that once members have had an opportunity to study 
the documents, if they have concerns which they feel would justify a 
discussion at Senate, they might indicate such concerns either to himself or 
to the Secretary, which could then be taken under advisement by the 
Steering Committee as to how they might best be pursued; and that 
depending on how the consultations proceed between Dr. Jerome-Forget 
and the various unit heads and Deans, etc. , Senate would be advised at the 
May meeting as to what has occurred at the next Board of Governors 
meeting. 


Other issues were raised and responded to concerning the cumulative 
surplus referred to in the Proposed Capital budget for 1986/87 and capital 
budget funding practices by the Government particularly in terms of the 
interim prélévement connected with the 1985-1990 five-year plan. 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. Kenniff thanked Dr. Jerome-Forget for her 
presentation. 


Prof. G. Martin, Vice-Rector, Services, presented and explained his Report 
(document US-86-2-Dl) on the proposed reduction in photocopying costs in 
the Libraries, which was being tabled for information. 


In response to a suggested motion concerning reduced photocopying costs 
in the Libraries, the Chair advised that there would be procedural difficulties 
in entertaining a motion under the Agenda heading -"Reports from 
Councils, etc.", which was basically for informational items; and that if the 
matter absolutely had to be dealt with, it would have to be considered under 
the normal Agenda, or dealt with at a future Senate meeting. 


It was suggested that perhaps a "Notion of Motion" might be given, which 
could be dealt with at the next meeting. 


Mr. S. White gave NOTICE OF MOTION THAT SENATE 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT 
PHOTOCOPIER PRICES IN THE LIBRARIES BE SET AT 5c [cents] A 
COPY. 


Issues raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion included 
questions concerning revenues which would be lost or gained by the 
University as a result of reduced photocopying costs; possible savings 
resulting from reduced vandalism to Library holdings; and details on 
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services to be maintained at status quo, vis-a-vis proposed increase in the 
number of photocopying machines. Suggestions made with respect to the 
preparation of this item for the Senate Agenda included providing the 
Steering Committee with detailed budget information; consideration of the 
necessity of maintaining the $45,000.00 rebate to the University and what 
would have to be given up if the rebate was eliminated; and the possibility 
of CUSA subsidizing lost revenues which would result from a reduction in 
the cost of photocopying, as was the case at McGill. 


Continued Offering of Computer Science Courses 


Dean Swamy presented and explained the proposal concerning the 
continued offering of Computer Science C 211, C 221, and C 241, 
(document US-86-2-D3). 


In response to a question Dean Swamy advised that in the new under 
graduate Calendar, the courses referred to in the paragraph concerning 
Computer Science C 241, would appear without the "C" prefix. 


Issues raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion centered 
primarily on Computer Science 241, the course packaging associated with it 
and the rationale for its continued offering. 


In response to a concern expressed over the changes in Computer Science 
curriculum and the subsequent need to reinstate courses which had been 
previously deleted, and a suggestion that perhaps there should be a review 
of the entire Computer Science offerings, Dean Swamy advised that the 
practice in general in the University has been to introduce new courses 
without actually deleting old courses, so that any emergencies which might 
arise could be handled; that notwithstanding a thorough scrutiny of the 
drastic changes being proposed in the Computer Science curriculum to 
ensure that all potential problems were covered, three or four first year level 
courses were missed; that in retrospect the Faculty should not have adopted 
a motion to delete the original courses; and that while he has been assured 
by the Department and the Assistant Dean that continuing to offer the three 
courses in question for the coming year, would solve all the problems for 
students in the B.Eng. and the B.Comp.Sci. programmes, if in fact a 
problem should arise, he would unfortunately have no choice but to come 
back to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT THE UCCC REPORT CONCERNING THE CONTINUED 
OFFERING OF COMPUTER SCIENCE C 211, C 221 AND C 241, 
(DOCUMENT US-86-2-D3), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Calendar entry on Departmental Graduation Prizes 


Dean Bertrand presented and explained the proposed revision to the 
Calendar entry on departmental graduation prizes, (document US-86-2-D4). 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MISRA, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISED CALENDAR ENTRY ON 
DEPARTMENTAL PRIZES, (DOCUMENT US-86-2-D4), BE 
APPROVED. 


A major issue arose during discussion as to whether the revised calendar 
entry would apply to all Faculties or only to departmental prizes in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. It was explained that Steering Committee had 
intended that the proposal apply only to departmental prizes in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science and had suggested appropriate changes to the section 
numbering and headings to conform with that intention. 


It was suggested and agreed that the proposed revised Calendar entry be 
approved only for departmental prizes in the Faculty of Arts and Science. It 
was also suggested that in the interest of calendar uniformity, the other 
Faculty Councils consider whether the text of the opening paragraph and the 
format of the proposed a revised entry meets their requirements. 


IT WAS AGREED BY THE MOVER AND SECONDER, THAT IN 
DOCUMENT US86-2-D4, THE HEADING FOR SECTION 17.3 BE 
CHANGED TO "FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE AWARDS", AND 
THAT THE DESIGNATION 17.3.1 AND THE HEADING BE 
DELETED. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED REVISED CALENDAR 
ENTRY, (DOCUMENT US-86-2-D4, AS CHANGED), WAS CARRIED. 


Restructuring of Senate and Standing Committees of Senate 


Effective date of changes and transitional arrangements 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to document US-86-2-D5, and the 
resolutions contained therein, from the Steering Committee, concerning the 
effective date of changes to the Membership and Powers of Senate and the 
Membership and Functions of the Standing Committees of Senate, and the 
transitional measures relating thereto. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY MS. 
LIFSHITZ, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF CHANGES AND TRANSITIONAL MEASURES, 
(DOCUMENT US-86-2D5), BE APPROVED BY SENATE AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. 


It was explained that the main substantive issue insofar as the proposed 
transitional arrangements were concerned, was the fact that there would be a 
complete changeover with respect to Senate membership, i.e., the terms for 
all faculty members would expire on June 30, 1986; and that while Faculty 
Councils were free to make reappointments, they were also free to change 
appointments particularly in the context of a somewhat different Senate 
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membership structure. It was also explained that the Steering Committee, in 
its proposal, had attempted to deal with all of the aspects of transition, at 
least from a mechanical point of view, including the issue of student 
representation between the date of expiration of terms, (June 30, 1986) to 
the usual time of appointment of new student Senators in the Fall, which 
was covered in item 5, document US86-2-DS5. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Quorum Arrangements 


With respect to the resolution from the Steering Committee concerning 
quorum arrangements, (document US-86-2-D6), Dr. Kenniff explained that 
the proposal was to revise existing quorum arrangements for Senate 
meetings in May and meetings dealing with the approval of Graduation 
Lists, in the context of the reduction in Senate membership from 59 to 37. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, SECONDED BY 
PROF. KUSY, THAT EFFECTIVE 1 JULY, 1986, THE QUORUM FOR 
ALL MEETINGS OF SENATE HELD DURING THE MONTH OF MAY 
AND FOR MEETINGS OF SENATE DEALING WITH THE APPROVAL 
OF GRADUATION LISTS, BE 15 VOTING MEMBERS, (DOCUMENT 
US-86-2-D6). 


The ensuing discussion centered primarily on the question of the reduced 
quorum for meetings dealing with the approval of Graduation Lists, 
whether the provision would apply to all items on the Agenda for such a 
meting, or whether it should only apply to Special Senate meetings called 
specifically to deal with the approval of Graduation Lists. 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder, THAT THE PHRASE - "AND 
FOR MEETINGS OF SENATE ..." BE CHANGED TO READ - "AND 
FOR SPECIAL MEETINGS OF SENATE 


Concern was expressed over the proposed 15 voting member quorum for 
Senate meetings held in May, particularly in the context of the major 
curriculum change proposals normally dealt with at the May meeting. 


In response to a suggestion that the quorum for Senate meetings in May 
should be minimally set at 20 voting members, it was pointed out that in so 
doing, Senate would be establishing a higher quorum for May meetings 
than what would be required under the normal quorum rule of 50% plus 1 
for regular meetings. 


Various suggestions were made with respect to establishing the quorum for 
normal Senate meetings, for special Senate meetings dealing with the 
approval of Graduation Lists, and for meetings held during the month of 
June, July, and August. 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder, that the motion be changed to - 
THAT EFFECTIVE 1 JULY, 1986, THE QUORUM FOR REGULAR 
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MEETINGS OF SENATE BE MORE THAN 50% OF VOTING 
MEMBERS; THAT THE QUORUM FOR SPECIAL MEETINGS OF 
SENATE TO APPROVE GRADUATION LISTS BE 15 VOTING 
MEMBERS; AND THAT THE QUORUM FOR ALL SENATE 
MEETINGS HELD BETWEEN 1 JUNE AND 31 AUGUST BE 10 
VOTING MEMBERS. 


It was understood that the provision for a 15 voting member quorum, 
would apply only to special meetings of Senate called specifically to deal 
with the approval of Graduation Lists. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Resolutions concerning the Conferment of Certificates, Diplomas and 
Degrees 


Dr. Kenniff presented background information and rationale for the 
resolutions from the Steering Committee concerning the conferment of 
certificates, diplomas and degrees, (document US-86-2-D7). He explained 
that the effect of the resolutions would be to make Senate the final authority 
with respect to approval of Graduation Lists. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MELAMED, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE CONFERMENT OF 
CERTIFICATES, DIPLOMAS AND DEGREES, (DOCUMENT 
US-86-2-D7). BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Next meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held a t 2:00 
pm, Friday, May 9, 1986, and that the meeting following that would be 
held on Friday, May 30, 1986. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:40 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


